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thank him as a freshman here for that
incredible opportunity to begin to un-
derstand and now to work as a member
of the Committee on Armed Services to
try to make this a safer place for ev-
eryone.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I thank our colleague. The
people of Florida have sent us a great
one. He is going to be a star in this
body. We can already see it in the way
he handled himself and the way he con-
ducted himself in meeting with these
foreign leaders. I thank the gentleman
for his great leadership, and for what I
know is going to be a very effective
role in this Congress during his long
tenure here.

Mr. Speaker, there it is, a summary
of our trip. We are proud of what we
did. We have no apologies to make: 41
meetings in five days in three different
States, a number of cities, visits with
the people on collective farms, in hos-
pitals, going out and having dinner
with ordinary people and future and
emerging leaders, all of it designed to
build better relations between America
and the emerging former Soviet states.

I want to close, Mr. Speaker, with a
brief outline of a meeting that I had
with  General Kavshnin. General
Kavshnin is the equivalent to our Gen-
eral Shelton. The meeting was sup-
posed to last for 30 minutes. He had all
of his generals lined up there together
across the table. We sat there for over
2 hours, a very animated discussion
about where Russia is, the strength of
the Russian military, the recent mili-
tary exercise they were involved in,
and what his vision of an American-
Russian relationship will be in the fu-
ture.

I will be candid, it was not the most
warm discussion of our trip, but it was
a candid discussion of Russia’s con-
cerns. We reassured him that America
is not trying to drive Russia into the
corner. To the contrary, we do not
want Russia aligned more closely with
China against us. We challenged Gen-
eral Kavshnin, based on discussions I
had before going on the trip with Sec-
retary of Defense Don Rumsfeld, who I
have the highest respect for, and the
general in charge of our missile defense
organization, General Kadish, who I
have equal praise for.

Their challenge from me to the Rus-
sians was: We are waiting for your re-
sponse, Russia, to work together. That
was the message we carried throughout
our trip: We are waiting for you, Rus-
sia, to come back and tell us how we
can work together on defending our
people, the European people, and the
Russian people from the threat of
rogue states, states that do not abide
by the norms.

In that meeting with General
Kavshnin, we opened the door for fur-
ther dialogue.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, we were dis-
appointed with one aspect of the trip:
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We did not get to meet President
Putin. We had had a commitment be-
fore we left that we would meet with
him. We were told when we arrived
that, because of the bombing of Iraq,
he would not meet with us. It was dis-
appointing, because I had been on Air
Force One the previous Tuesday, I had
told President Bush of our trip to Rus-
sia, and he said to me, Congressman,
make sure you tell President Putin and
the Russians that we want to be their
friends. We have no quarrel with the
Russians. We want to work together.
That was the message, Mr. Speaker,
that I wanted to deliver to Mr. Putin
personally with our delegation. We
were not able to do that. Otherwise,
the trip was a resounding success. I
thank my colleagues for participating.

———

INTRODUCTION OF H.R. 775, THE
VOTING IMPROVEMENT ACT OF
2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HORN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to join today with our colleague, the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER),
and others in introducing the Voting
Improvement Act of 2001, H.R. 775, as
we will call it.

The past election produced a great
deal of confusion, turmoil, and uncer-
tainty. Although there were a number
of factors in producing that confusion,
one major factor in Florida and other
States was the continuing use of out-
dated and even antiquated punch card
voting systems.

The bill we are introducing today
tackles this problem immediately and
directly by establishing a grant pro-
gram for the States to replace all
punch card systems before the next
Federal election in 2002. In short, this
bill provides a practical solution for
solving some of the more troublesome
voting equipment problems.

As the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. HOYER) has noted in introducing
the bill, punch card systems have the
highest rate of error among all voting
methods. One study by the Massachu-
setts Institute of Technology and the
California Institute of Technology re-
cently estimated that the nationwide
error rate for punch cards is 2% per-
cent, and in a national election that
would mean that nearly 1 million votes
are thrown out and never counted due
to mistakes caused by punch card sys-
tems. Clearly, we need to make re-
placements of these antiquated sys-
tems a very high priority.

In addition to immediate equipment
replacement, this bill establishes an
ongoing grant program to assure that
new voting systems are developed and
deployed so that voters have up-to-date
systems in the future.

The bill also assures that voter edu-
cation and training of poll workers are
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given increased attention and support,
and H.R. 775 establishes a permanent
bipartisan commission to act as a na-
tionwide resource for information
gathering and studying the best prac-
tices for ballot design and other basic
election needs.

Mr. Speaker, the Voting Improve-
ment Act is one of several proposals
being introduced for overhauling our
election laws and making certain that
we never repeat the chaos of the past
election. All of these demand careful
review and the development of a bipar-
tisan consensus for sound reform. This
bill sets clear priorities and offers
practical solutions that must be part of
any final reform plan.

I urge our colleagues to join us in
this effort in backing H.R. 775.

J 1600
REFORM EDUCATION IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. OWENS) is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, in the
President’s address last night he re-
affirmed the fact that education is one
of his top priorities. It appears from
the speech that the President made
that the only priority which ranks
above education is the tax cut that is
being proposed.

I salute the President for his selec-
tion and for his devotion and dedica-
tion to education as the number one
priority. I think it is very important
that he has taken note of the fact that
this has been the priority of the Amer-
ican people for the last 4 years or 5
years.

Education has ranked as either the
number one priority or somewhere in
the top two or three priorities for the
last 5 years. So the President is ac-
knowledging the fact that in a democ-
racy, the directions really come from
the bottom.

He is not alone. The previous Presi-
dent chose to call himself the Edu-
cation President, President Clinton. At
one point he said he wanted to be the
Education President. And he and the
younger Mr. Bush are not the only
ones.

Father Bush, I think, first coined the
phrase Education President. The father
of the present President said he wanted
to be the Education President.

Before that, Ronald Reagan launched
the movement to reform education in
America with a report called A Nation
At Risk, A Nation At Risk. We are now
in our fourth President who has chosen
to make education a number one pri-
ority. We should be making some tre-
mendous progress in terms of the im-
provement of education in our Nation.

I regretfully report, however, that
this is not the case. Despite the fact
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that lip service has been paid to the re-
form of education in America by the
last four Presidents, the progress has
been fairly slow. The flaw is in the lack
of resources.

When A Nation At Risk was issued as
a report by President Ronald Reagan,
President Reagan offered no program
with any dollars. He offered strictly
jawboning, lectures about how impor-
tant it was to improve education.

President George Bush, following
President Reagan, did offer a program,
but it was a very sparse program in
terms of dollars. There were a lot of
words and a lot of lectures again, but
very little was offered in terms of re-
sources.

President Clinton offered a dramatic
blueprint for the reform of education.
President Clinton did build on some of
the activities of President Bush, Fa-
ther Bush. Father Bush had launched
the governors campaign to improve
education. There was a huge governors
conference and the governors came to-
gether, and they set forth goals to be
achieved.

There was a step-by-step progression
forward, which President Clinton as a
governor, Governor Clinton of Arkan-
sas, had been involved in, and Presi-
dent Clinton did build on what Presi-
dent Bush had started. President Clin-
ton also added some dollars to the mas-
ter plan.

I think, relatively speaking, if you
compare the record of President Clin-
ton on education to the record of his
predecessor, Father Bush, to the record
of Ronald Reagan, President Clinton
had a very outstanding record in terms
of resources committed as well as the
necessary job owning.

But even the Clinton administration
did not dare, for whatever reason,
which I do not care to go into today,
set forth a bold blueprint and the re-
sources to match it, which would deal
with the problem in a constructive
way. Why? Why is it? Repeatedly there
is a sense within America that ordi-
nary people, the public opinion polls
keep showing that there is a gut reac-
tion, a gut feeling that nothing is more
important than education. There is a
feeling that we are not doing enough to
improve education in America.

Why is that? The gut reaction and
the common sense feeling does not
translate into really bold action. We
have had bold action within the last 5
years. We have had bold action in
terms of a transportation plan.

One of the boldest initiatives taken
in the domestic front was the bill
which authorized $218 billion over a pe-
riod of 6 years for transportation
projects, road building, bridges, et
cetera, et cetera. So we did some big
spending on a domestic issue.

We have been spending large amounts
of money, of course, on defense. And
continually under all of these Presi-
dents, the defense budget has done very
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well. But in the domestic arena, we
moved in a very bold way to fund a
transportation act which provided $218
billion over a 6-year period. That is the
kind of action that I always dreamed
of, and I think it was necessary.

I maintain it still is necessary if we
are really going to come to grips with
what has to happen in the area of edu-
cation.

Education suffers from a lack of re-
sources, and that is the primary prob-
lem. We cannot escape that. No
amount of jawboning and no amount of
theorizing, no amount of testing will
escape the fact that there is a definite
lack of resources.

Let me just set the stage and estab-
lish some parameters which are both
local and national. At the local level,
in New York City, we have just re-
ceived the results of a 7-year court
case. A ruling has been made after a 7-
year trial by a Supreme Court judge
that New York State has systemati-
cally been short-changing New York
City in education funding over the
years. The order of the judge is that
New York State must take steps imme-
diately to provide greater resources to
New York City.

It is at the local level. The Nation’s
largest city, 1.2 million children, about
1,100 schools, more than 60,000 teachers.
It is at the local level, but I think it
has good, strong implications for the
entire Nation.

The lack of resources is pinpointed
by Judge Leland DeGrasse’s decision,
which declared that New York City
schools have been grossly neglected
and underfunded.

I maintain at this point that despite
all the rhetoric and discussion about
education at the national level through
the last four Presidents, the problem in
America is that the schools of America
are grossly underfunded. Now, many of
the Members of Congress and many
members in government are high
places, live in neighborhoods where
their schools are doing all right, but I
am talking about across the Nation as
a whole.

There are too many schools that need
considerable resources that they are
not receiving. They need the resources
in the areas of physical infrastructure.
They need resources in other areas.

Mr. Speaker, in fact, I think that
this applies to all of America, Justice
Leland DeGrasse’s decision in the case
of New York City versus the State
reads as follows, I am just going to
read a section from his conclusion, this
court has held, I am quoting from Jus-
tice DeGrasse’s decisions, this court
has held that a sound basic education
mandated by the education article con-
sists of the foundational skills that
students need to become productive
citizens capable of civic engagement
and sustaining competitive employ-
ment.

In order to ensure that public schools
offer a sound basic education, the State
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must take steps to ensure at least the
following resources, which as described
in the body of this opinion, for the
most part, currently are not given to
New York City’s public school stu-
dents.

The following resources are not pro-
vided for New York City’s students.
This is the finding of a judge after 7
years of trial.

Number one, sufficient numbers of
qualified teachers, principals and other
personnel; number three, appropriate
class sizes; number three, adequate and
accessible school buildings with suffi-
cient space to ensure appropriate class
size and implementation of a sound
curriculum; number four, sufficient
and up-to-date books, supplies, librar-
ies, educational technology and labora-
tories; number five, suitable curricula,
including an expanded platform of pro-
grams to help at-risk students by giv-
ing them more time on tests; number
six, adequate resources for students for
extraordinary needs; number seven, a
safe, orderly environment.

Education discussions become ex-
tremely complicated. People think
that there is a morass out there, and
there is no way out of this endless dis-
cussion of what it takes to reform edu-
cation in America.

Here we have a judge that has listed
the simple elements, the components
of what is needed to establish a sound
basic education system. Those are the
terms that he uses repeatedly.

I think in America we can, first of
all, expect from every jurisdiction,
every school district in America, every
State, every jurisdiction should seek to
establish a sound basic education. That
is a terminology used in the State con-
stitution. Not all States may use that
term, but basically when States talk
about the right responsibility for pro-
viding an education, it basically means
the same thing, a sound basic edu-
cation.

Let me go back for a moment and re-
peat his definition of a sound basic edu-
cation. That is an education that al-
lows students to become productive
citizens, productive citizens. How does
he define a productive citizen? A pro-
ductive citizen is a citizen capable of
civic engagement and sustaining com-
petitive employment. It sounds too
simple to be true. But this is what it
boils down to.

We need to produce students who are
capable of civic engagement and sus-
taining competitive employment. Both
of those are rather complicated. Not
complicated, it is easy to understand
the concept to fulfill that concept. I do
not want to oversimplify it.

To be capable of civic engagement;
what does that mean? Surely it means
that students produced by our system
ought to be able to evaluate the pro-
nouncements of officials seeking elec-
tion and be able to vote in intelligent
ways in election. It surely means that
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they ought to be evaluate the system
that we have structured to provide for
the election of our officials and be able
to come up with system that is are fair
and just.

Civic engagement means more than
the old civic books which talk about
how a bill becomes law in Congress. 1
have those little booklets I give to the
kids on how a bill becomes law in Con-
gress, very similar to how a bill be-
comes law in the State legislature.

Those little steps of the introduction
and the action in the committee and
the action on the floor and all of that
is elementary and very inadequate in
terms of telling students about what is
necessary to have appropriate civic en-
gagement.

How do we get elected? We have elec-
tions. We have primaries that elect
people in the parties. We have elections
between the major parties on Election
Day. We all go to the polls. The polls
are fair. They are policed by policemen
and monitors. Both sides can have peo-
ple who are judging whether or not the
election is being conducted fairly, and
it all appears to be a wonderful exer-
cise that we can all applaud.

Students are not told about the fact
that in all the counties of America you
have different systems for electing.
They are not told about the fact that
machines have to be purchased because
of varying circumstances. Some ma-
chines are very old and do not function
very well. They are not told about the
fact that from one county to another,
you may have different ballots and
some ballots are more difficult than
others.

Human beings who are political enti-
ties, Republicans and Democrats, make
up the ballots. And once you have the
election and you have to have a count,
there are human, subjective judgments
that enter in, and you may have to
have court cases, and, finally, the case
may get to the Supreme Court that
voting in our democracy is not as sim-
ple as it may be.

Mr. Speaker, to have students edu-
cated in a way which makes them ca-
pable of civic engagement, we have to
do more in that area, and understand
that it is not as simple as it has been
made to appear over the last 100 years
in our civic textbooks.

In the area of sustaining competitive
employment, things are very com-
plicated. There was a time when sus-
taining competitive employment
meant all you had to do was to know
how to read a few signs and follow in-
structions and follow a few written in-
structions, but mostly oral instruc-
tions, and the straw boss, or the fore-
man, in the plant would tell you which
widget you have to put on which line
as it moved and how many boxes you
have to pick up. For a long time, the
young people coming out of our schools
were absorbed by the manufactured in-
dustries.
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Most of them, for many years, did
not even complete high school, and it
was not necessary in order for them to
obtain competitive employment. Sus-
taining competitive employment 30
years ago was very different than sus-
taining competitive employment now.

So sustaining competitive employ-
ment now, if the State is responsible
for making it possible for students to
sustain competitive employment, then
the State must provide the kinds of
tools and equipment that are in a
present working environment.

The computer is dominant in the
present working environment, whether
one is talking about an assembly line
in a factory or inside an office where
the production of data and the dis-
tribution of data, the retrieval of data
is the only concern. The computer
science digital devices, they have all
taken over.

If one has schools that do not have
educational technology that is suffi-
cient, computer labs, then one is not
providing sustaining competitive em-
ployment.

So a decision like this challenges the
system. When a judge says one must
produce students who can become citi-
zens capable of civic engagement and
sustaining competitive employment,
one is laying down a formidable chal-
lenge to the education system of today.

A challenge in America today I think
is how do we meet the challenges of our
complex modern world. What kind of
education system do we produce. We
are a very powerful, smug, fat, com-
fortable empire at this point. Rome
was just a village compared to the
United States of America. Nothing has
ever existed like the United States of
America. Never have so many been so
comfortable. Never have so many had
benefits provided for them. Never have
so many enjoyed the fruits of produc-
tivity in the area of technology and
science and the fruits of productivity
in agriculture.

America is great partially because of
the fact that there is a common sense
out there which says education is im-
portant. Something in the air that
Thomas Jefferson breathed made
Thomas Jefferson decide I will go and
establish the University of Virginia.
The University of Virginia later be-
came the model for all of the land
grant colleges. We have every State of
the Union that produce something
similar to the University of Virginia.
We are better in terms of the land
grant colleges helped by the United
States Government.

The Federal Government established
the Morrel Act. The Morrel Act pro-
vided the funding for land grant col-
leges. Land grant colleges define them-
selves in much the way the judge is de-
fining basic education here, not in
terms of Latin and philosophy and
Greek, but whatever is necessary to
allow citizens to become productive.
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So agriculture, engineering and top-
ics that usually were not taught in
higher education institutions were the
primary curricula of the land grant
colleges.

So the land grant colleges were a
part of the American instinct to push
for more education, and our laws which
made every State take on the responsi-
bility for education. There is nothing
about a responsibility to provide edu-
cation in the United States Federal
Constitution. But every State has
something in their State Constitution
which takes on the responsibility for
the provision of education. Very Amer-
ican.

Later on, after World War II was
ended, that same instinct, the same
drive from the bottom to assert that
education is number one priority led to
the creation of the Bill of Rights for
the G.I. bill, which allowed every re-
turning American soldier to get the
funding for an education from high
school equivalency diplomas and high
school diplomas, all the way up to col-
lege, college degrees.

Our universities and colleges were
filled up with G.I.s going to school.
They were later able to take on the
revolution of technology.

Automation came along, and a num-
ber of new developments came along
after World War II that we were able to
sufficiently master because we were
producing out of our universities and
colleges a broad base of very highly
trained people who could take that on.

So in America, we have had that
push and that drive for education be-
fore. The question is now are we too
smug, are we too petty, are we too
driven to penny pinch that we cannot
conceive of anything as great as the
G.I. bill which said every soldier can go
to school. If one wants to be a barber,
one can get money to get trained as a
barber. If one wants to be a mechanic,
one gets money to be trained as a me-
chanic. If one wants to be a doctor of
philosophy, one can get the money.
The government will pay for one to be-
come a doctor of philosophy.

We do not have that kind of spirit
which says that, in order to earn a liv-
ing in the future, every student is
going to have to be exposed to com-
puters and have some kind of basic
computer literacy; reading, writing,
arithmetic, and computer literacy. If
one is going to have computer literacy,
then education is going to cost more
than it costs before.

Here we are with President Bush pro-
ducing a plan which says he will leave
no child behind. I have read the Presi-
dent’s outline. I have a copy right here.
“The bipartisan education reform will
be the cornerstone of my administra-
tion,” by George W. Bush. It is an im-
pressive outline of what he intends to
do.

The President has not yet introduced
a bill. The Republicans who are on the
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Committee on Education and the
Workforce, I serve on the Committee
on Education and the Workforce where
this bill would have to be, this func-
tion, most of it will have to come
through our committee. The President
has introduced no bill yet. But his out-
line is interesting.

I would applaud President Bush in
his outline for emphasizing at the very
beginning the fact that we need to
focus most of our resources that are
available on the schools that need the
most, on the failing schools, on the
schools which have the most at-risk
students, the most disadvantaged stu-
dents. I would applaud that. It seems
that that is common sense, one might
say.

Why should one applaud the Presi-
dent for immediately proposing that
our primary first dollars be focused in-
tentionally on the schools that are in
the greatest need? Why would not that
be understood by everybody who is in-
terested in improving education in
America? It is not a self-evident fact.
It is not endorsed by all the members
of the President’s party.

The great battle between the Demo-
crats on the Committee on Education
and the Workforce and the Republicans
on the Committee on Education and
the Workforce both in the House of
Representatives and, I think, in the
other body the same problem has aris-
en, is that the Republicans on the com-
mittee want to take the limited dollars
that we have available in title I and
other education programs and spread
them out further. They want to have
flexibility. They want to have block
grants.

So the President’s first statements,
which call for intensifying and focusing
more of the dollars on the schools in
greatest need runs contrary to the po-
sition that the members of his own
party have taken in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Let me recapitulate, Mr. Speaker. I
really am talking about the education
imperative. I am agreeing with the
President of the United States that we
ought to have education as one of our
number one priorities. I think it should
be the number one priority ahead of
the tax cut even.

I think that the President’s proposals
deserve careful analysis, and I would
start by applauding the first parts of
his proposal which call for focusing on
failing schools, disadvantaged stu-
dents. Our resources should go there
first. That seems to be a self-evident
conclusion, but it is not.

The Republicans in the House of Rep-
resentatives on the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce and some
Democrats in the House have not seen
fit to make that kind of dedicated
proposition, support that kind of dedi-
cated proposition.

In fact, when I talk about school con-
struction and the fact that the first
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dollars for school construction ought
to go to the areas which still have coal
burning furnaces in their schools, or
asbestos, overcrowding so great that
the schools cannot provide lunch for
the youngsters except on a three-cycle
program where they start feeding the
first cycle at 10 o’clock in the morning
because of the overcrowding. They
force students to eat lunch at 10
o’clock in the morning. They have just
had breakfast already, so why should
they be forced to eat lunch? I said we
should give the priority to those areas.
Most of those kinds of schools and situ-
ations are in the inner cities.

I have had Democratic colleagues
who talk about, no, we do not want any
construction bill which does not give
equal treatment to all districts, you
know. So I have a bill which calls for
funding all school districts according
to the number of school-age pupils.

All districts feel that they have a
need. Some may need money for com-
puterization and improving the safety
facilities around the school. Some may
need money for remodeling the audito-
rium, the gymnasium. Others may need
money for life and death matters like
getting rid of a coal-burning furnace
which is jeopardizing the health and
safety of the children or getting rid of
asbestos. Others may need money to
build new schools because of the fact
that the overcrowding is strangling the
whole process of education.

So President Bush, I will unite with
him, and I hope that my Democratic
colleagues in the House of Representa-
tives, in general, beginning with those
on the Committee on Education and
the Workforce, will unite with the
President on the proposition that re-
sources ought to be better focused.

Whatever we have to offer ought to
be focused on the schools that are fail-
ing and the areas which have students
with greatest need. Title I was con-
ceived that way. The Federal Govern-
ment became a partner in education to
help with poverty areas whereas dis-
tricts were too poor to educate young-
sters.

Lyndon Johnson fashioned the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act
and title I as a primary provision of
that act which funnels funds into dis-
tricts according to the number of chil-
dren who qualify for free lunches. Free
lunches are provided by the United
States Department of Agriculture. If
one is eligible for those free lunches,
that is the definition of the level of
poverty that one must have in order to
qualify for title I funds.

So we have a yardstick, a barometer
for measuring where the problem is.
The correlation between poverty and
lack of achievement is well estab-
lished.

The number one cause of poor school
performance is poverty. Now, let me
not be misquoted that all poor children
are in a position where they cannot
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perform; that there are no schools in
poor neighborhoods where children do
not perform very well. There are nu-
merous exceptions. The poverty does
not fix the children into a pattern
where it is impossible for them to per-
form well.

One of the best schools in my dis-
trict, PS-161 on Crown Street, I was
surprised to find out that 90 percent of
the children, more than 90 percent of
the children in that school qualified for
free lunches, which means that they
come from poor homes. Yet, that
school performed as a second or third
best sixth grade reading class in the
whole State of New York.

The State of New York, of course, is
very variant. The State of New York
has very rich communities, very rich
school districts. I think the school dis-
trict in New York State that spends
the most money per pupil spends
$24,000 per pupil. $24,000 per pupil is
spent in the richest district. In New
York City, we are spending between
$6,000 and $7,000 per pupil.

Nevertheless, there are children per-
forming in some of these poor schools
who can outperform schools in richer
school districts. So it does not lock
them in, but generally, generally pov-
erty and low performance go together.
The correlation has been proven over
and over again.

So I congratulate President Bush on
saying we should focus the money. I
will unite with President Bush in a bi-
partisan cooperation. I call on all my
colleagues to unite with President
Bush to push for the concentration and
the focus of Federal resources in the
areas that need money, that need re-
sources most.
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Let us not have competitive grants
in education anymore. Any additional
money, and we need far more money,
should not be funding that is put out
there and then a proposal must be sub-
mitted and those who submit proposals
will have to compete. They will have a
peer review process, and the best writ-
ten proposal will get the money. What
we find is that the districts in America
who have the best proposal writers are
walking off with the available funding.

After-school centers, for example,
21st century learning centers they call
them, they provide after-school money,
Saturday tutoring, summer school
money, very exemplary programs. I do
not think anybody in the Congress, Re-
publican or Democrat, who would say
these programs do not work. If we are
able to get after-school centers to pro-
vide that extra tutoring and Saturday
tutoring, the things that go into those
programs, then children can succeed,
and we have seen the progress that stu-
dents make. But the funding of the
Federal Government for the 21st cen-
tury learning centers does not even
reach one quarter of those in need at
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this point, and those that are reached
are not the most needy because it was
a competitive grant and proposals had
to be submitted and what we find is the
best proposal writers are prevailing.

All future grants in education should
be given out on the basis of need. In
other words, we can target the areas
where the need is greatest by following
the formula for free lunches. The
school districts which have the largest
numbers of pupils who receive free
lunches are the poorest districts. We
should not have them compete with
other districts for after-school learning
centers. We should say there is where
the need is and additional funding goes
to meet this need.

Community technology centers.
Community technology centers were
proposed by the Congressional Black
Caucus. We called them storefront
computer centers because what we
wanted to do was to have a situation
where the deficiency in the homes of
poor children would be compensated for
by having the availability of computers
in places where members of the family
as well as the students could go to
practice. They need access to a com-
puter. Among other things, they need
access to a computer in order to be
able to master computer literacy. So a
computer storefront center concept
was a response of the Clinton adminis-
tration to a request made by the Con-
gressional Black Caucus.

I applaud the Clinton administration
for their response. I applaud the Repub-
lican majority for agreeing to the fund-
ing. But the computer storefront cen-
ters in the bureaucratic process and
the bureaucratic approach became
computer technology centers. Already
we had ratcheted them up to another
level beyond the simple storefront cen-
ters that we talked about. The very
title that came out for the RFP, the re-
quest for proposals, went out to every-
body for computer technology centers.
Already the proposal was more com-
plicated than a simple gathering of
computers at a storefront place, with
some personnel to keep it open late at
night and on Saturdays. It became
something more difficult.

The proposal writers went to work
all over America. Now, there are some
school systems and some schools them-
selves that have excellent proposal
writers. If there is a proposal, with
guidelines, regardless of the cir-
cumstances on the ground, they will
produce a magnificent proposal. And
when the peer review readers get that
proposal, they will mark it 100. It has
no relationship with the actual need.

Those who are most in need usually
do not have excellent proposal writers.
Those schools have teachers and per-
sonnel who have moved on, and the
schools that have the least experienced
personnel, the ones least likely to have
good proposal writers, or the districts
who are struggling to meet the needs of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

putting people in the classroom every
day, they cannot afford to hire some-
body who becomes a specialist in pro-
posal writing.

So what is happening in the Clinton
administration, where we had funding
for some good programs, all the way
from Gear Up, community technology
centers, and the Safe Schools and
Drugs Act, there were a number of dif-
ferent programs that have been funded
on the basis of competitive submissions
and that process has led to the pupils
and the schools and the district of
greatest need not having received those
programs.

So one thing the President can do,
and we will certainly cooperate with
him, is to have a provision which re-
quires that programs that are deemed
to be necessary to help improve the
performance of disadvantaged and at-
risk students are programs that should
be targeted to those areas without a
competitive bidding process.

We have many other programs that
do get a distribution of their funds
based on need or formula. We could
have a formula which says if there are
certain numbers of students which re-
ceive the free lunches or who are eligi-
ble for Title I funding, then that helps
to drive and determine where the need
is and that is where we should place
the programs that we deem are nec-
essary to improve education. So I agree
with that point that the President
starts with, and we certainly hope we
can make that work in concrete terms.

One of the problems we will be up
against is that the members of the
committee who are Republican have a
Republican position in the House in
general that is going in the other direc-
tion. They do not want to target the
money into the poorest districts. They
want to have block grants. The block
grant goes to the State and the State
governor determines where the money
goes. The Federal Government is out of
it. That is disaster, in our opinion.

Block grants have flexibility. We can
have a grant which is for a specific pro-
gram, like Title I; but the flexibility is
so great until they can skim off money
for administration, they could use
some of it to improve the parking lot
in a richer district. All kinds of things
can happen when we grant flexibility
to the States. It can go in the direction
which is opposite where the President
has chosen for it to go.

Second point. President Bush says we
will concentrate resources, and after
we concentrate resources we will test.
As a result of the testing process, we
will make judgments. After 2 years,
any school that is still failing will be
required to allow its students to choose
a public alternative. Public school
choice will be mandated after 2 years.
After 3 years, any school that is still
failing will be closed down and declared
ineligible for Federal funding and will
be privatized. The schools would have
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an option. They can give the students
vouchers and send them off to private
schools, or they can become charter
schools, or they can become contracted
to profit-making contractors who
would run the schools. Three years.

I agree that we should focus on fail-
ing schools. I do not agree that 3-years-
and-a-school-is-out is an appropriate
process. Three strikes and you are out.
Three years and you are out. I think
that two problems exist there. Three
years is not enough time. We do not
transform institutions in 3 years. We
do not solve problems involving human
beings that fast in 3 years. That is a
pretty harsh judgment to make: either
improve, come up to standard in 3
years, or we close it down.

We do not say that to any other set
of institutions. We would have closed
down the CIA and the FBI if we judged
that harshly: either improve or per-
form. The CIA did not see the Soviet
Union collapsing. Half of its resources
were devoted to the Soviet Union, and
they did not see the economy of the So-
viet Union collapsing until I think the
networks announced it to them. The
CIA allowed Aldrich Ames, the person
who was in charge of counterespionage,
to sit there for years and destroy their
effectiveness in terms of counter-
espionage. But we have not cut the CIA
budget. We have not done anything to
an institution that had a gross failure.

We have had gross failures. The FBI
now has grossly failed in the area of
their own counterespionage operation.
Nobody has dared to say we should get
rid of the FBI because of the fact that
the chief of counterintelligence was
himself the mole and directing the op-
eration for so many years, 15 years. We
do not judge institutions anywhere else
in our democracy so harshly.

Why do we say to a school in a neigh-
borhood struggling to educate its
youngsters that they must either im-
prove or we take all the Federal money
away in 3 years? They have 3 years. So
I think we ought to have some flexi-
bility.

We will work with the President on
that area, and maybe we can have some
flexibility, between 5 and 7 years, some
kind of barometers of progress where
school improvement at a certain rate
we can assume is going to keep going
and not harshly move in to take over
after 3 years. The problem with the 3-
year mandate is that there are many of
us who suspect that it is a setup for
failure; that by mandating 3 years, we
set the school up to become privatized,
with the real objective to privatize the
schools of America.

It is no secret that the members of
the majority party want to go to
vouchers, although not for their own
school districts. When I question mem-
bers of the majority party who advo-
cate vouchers for poor districts, vouch-
ers for the inner city, they do not want
vouchers. They do not go to their own
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constituency and their own neighbor-
hoods and say we are in favor of vouch-
ers, because most of their neighbor-
hoods where their children go to school
have good schools. They have good pub-
lic schools. Our goal is to have public
schools as good as the ones that the
majority of the Members of Congress
have in their neighborhoods. Public
schools.

However, the push for vouchers can-
not be resisted. The push for privatiza-
tion cannot be resisted. The President
now and the majority party in the
House of Representatives, the majority
party in the Senate, all are pushing for
privatization. So what better situation
to allow for a massive privatization of
the schools in America than that to set
up the schools for failure and say that
they must succeed in 3 years or they
must be privatized; they will be out of
business?

The other part of that is in 3 years
what kind of resources does the Presi-
dent propose to provide? In 3 years,
what kind of funding will the Federal
Government provide for these schools?
How will we increase what exists al-
ready? The President proposed in his
speech last night that education would
be the area of domestic programming
to get the largest increase in his budg-
et. He proposes to increase education
funding by 10 percent. That is 10 per-
cent over what exists now.

We have actually had a rate of fund-
ing over the last 4 years greater than
that. The increases in funding for edu-
cation have been greater than 10 per-
cent per year over the last 4 years. So
the President would slow down the
process, not increase it. He has made
education the number one priority in
terms of rhetoric, but in his first dis-
cussion of dollars he is slowing down
the commitment to the provision of
the necessary resources for the im-
provement of education.

Here is the rub: I went to the White
House as part of the Congressional
Black Caucus meeting with the Presi-
dent and I spoke on education. I said,
“Mr. President, there are some good
features in your plan. We would like to
have a dialogue with you about it, but
there are no figures, no dollars.” At
that time he had no dollar figures. He
only came up with those last week, and
last night he reaffirmed the fact that
he is going to increase education by 10
percent.

0 1645

In the Congressional Black Caucus,
we had a resolution passed like 2 years
ago when they first began to talk
about a surplus and we said that what-
ever the surplus is, let us devote 10 per-
cent of the surplus, the present edu-
cation budget, let us add onto that
each year 10 percent of the surplus. If
the surplus does not pan out to be as
high as they thought it would be, it is
10 percent of whatever it is. The projec-
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tions for the surplus at that time were
$200 billion, what it is roughly now,
around $200 billion, the same figure.
That meant 10 percent for education
would be $20 billion; $20 billion per year
added to the education budget.

Does that seem like an exorbitant
amount? No. What you can do is in this
time of most fortunate times of pros-
perity, deal with the capital expendi-
tures. You do not have to increase the
operating budgets of any schools. The
aid would not be such that you would
make the schools dependent. Spend for
school construction. Spend for school
computers, equipment, the capital ex-
penditures. Now let us have every dis-
trict be freed of the need to expend for
capital items and especially let us set
free those districts that need decent
schools, buildings, safe buildings,
buildings conducive to learning. Espe-
cially let us get the schools wired for
computers and let us put computers in
the schools. All of those things do not
require that the Federal Government
get involved in discussions of cur-
riculum in the local school, discipline,
administration. You do not have to get
involved in local school matters. As
the President said, the money came
from the people. It is their money.
Anyhow, we are not benevolently pass-
ing back money that does not belong to
the people. Give it back to the people
in the area of highest priority in terms
of capital expenditures for education
and get out. You are not required to
stay in after you give help for school
buildings. There is nothing to keep you
there interfering with the way the
schools are run. If you give money for
computers, there is nothing to require
you to stay there and interfere with
the way the schools are run.

A $20 billion increase in education
per year over the next 10 years would
create the kind of education system in
America that would carry us forward
into the 21st and 22nd century and
make us completely inviolable, because
it is education. Our greatness, our su-
periority in the military sector, in the
industrial sector, commercial sector,
in the cultural sector is dependent on a
very highly educated population, a
base of education which has people at
every level educated. That must con-
tinue. If we fail to take this oppor-
tunity, if we are petty now and small-
minded, have no vision and can only
see an increase of 10 percent of the cur-
rent budget, rather than 10 percent of
the surplus, then we are going to lose a
golden opportunity to guarantee that
what happened to the Roman Empire
will never happen to the American em-
pire.

Our empire is far more shaky than
you think it is. We are alone in the
world of 5 or 6 billion people and we
have less than 300 million people who
enjoy a very high standard of living.
We have allies in industrialized areas.
If you put us altogether, maybe we
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have a billion people who enjoy a very
high standard of living, but what about
the other 5 billion? Do you think you
are really going to be able to exist un-
less we take our superior education,
our productivity, our inventiveness,
our ingenuity and keep spreading the
prosperity of it, the benefits of pros-
perity and the benefits of inventiveness
and the benefits of technology through-
out the entire world. We have to have
an educated population to do this. Ev-
erybody must be seen as a potential re-
source in the effort to keep America
great in this area.

We are showing strains at every
level. There is a great shortage of
teachers. Thousands and thousands of
teachers are needed right now and they
are not available in certain areas. The
projection is that it will be hundreds of
thousands of teachers needed in the
next 5 to 10 years and they will not be
there. We have shortages in other
areas. Policemen. In the area of gov-
ernment service, the quality of people,
there is a problem. In the quality of
people in the military, there is a prob-
lem. We had an aircraft carrier
launched a couple of years ago, a new
aircraft carrier launched and they were
short 300 people. They could not get 300
people to fill the necessary positions on
the ship because the ship was such a
high technology, the aircraft carrier
had such high technology devices until
they needed a very well educated popu-
lation. They could not find the people.
Those shortages in the military con-
tinue to exist. Ever more complicated
weapons are invented and we are not
matching that with a massive edu-
cation program to be able to pull from
the bottom what we need in terms of
education.

The caliber of people in high places
obviously is a problem. I do not think
20 years ago we would have had a cap-
tain or an admiral or anybody in
charge of a ship in the Middle East who
would be so careless as to allow his
ship to be put in a position where a
man in a fishing boat could bring a
bomb and blow a hole in the ship and
the lives of 12 to 15 sailors were lost.
That bomb incident in the Middle East,
I do not think we would have had a per-
son in charge of a ship who was that
dumb, who was that unqualified. I do
not think we would have had the sub-
marine accident that happened in
Japan, that you would have people in
charge of a ship who were as dumb as
the people or as careless, unqualified as
the people in that submarine who let
that happen. From all the facts that I
hear, the human error, the sloppiness
is part of a pattern. The sloppiness in
the CIA that produced Aldrich Ames,
the sloppiness in the FBI that produced
Mr. Hanssen, the sloppiness, the ero-
sion of quality in the Navy that pro-
duces these accidents. It is all over. We
have glitches in every level of our soci-
ety because the complexities of oper-
ating things are so great until you
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need not just people at the very top
who are excellent people but you need
them all the way down the line.

The man who put the oil in the air-
plane is the one I worry about when I
get on the plane. Him and the me-
chanic who tightened the bolts on the
little screws that had to be tightened,
all those details are what makes a
plane go. I do not worry about the pilot
because we spend more money to train
pilots than we do on anybody else, any
other category of worker in the Nation.
The pilots are well trained. But I worry
about all those other people we are de-
pendent upon. Education in America
has to produce the high quality at
every level. We have to get rid of our
pettiness and go forward. We have to
understand that this is no place to ex-
ercise some of our weaknesses, to let
some of our weaknesses rise to the top.

The Education Committee that I
serve on is also called the Workforce
Committee, Education and the Work-
force. It used to be called the Edu-
cation and Labor Committee. It is very
antilabor, so much that they changed
the name. They got rid of the word
“‘labor.” But nevertheless all the func-
tions related to working people in
America must come from the same
committee. We have a hostile atmos-
phere there toward working families.
We have a move on now to roll back
the standards in ergonomics, to change
the way labor unions can provide
money in political campaigns. There is
an attack on working families through
labor unions. That is where the people
who are going to make our society run
have to come from. They have to come
from working families. Middle-class
families are going to continue to
produce doctors and lawyers and people
in the higher professions, the business
graduates. We need more computer sci-
entists, we need people to operate the
ships. We need whole categories of peo-
ple that must be producing. The only
place they can come from are working
families. The attacks that are being
made on labor are ridiculous because of
the fact that we are undermining a seg-
ment of the population, working fami-
lies, that is critical.

In the area of minorities, we are still
making critical mistakes in the area of
minority education and the way we
deal with minorities. We do not under-
stand that the youngest population
that we have are among the African
Americans and the Hispanics. They
have the youngest people. These are
the people who are now at school age,
who are going to be the workforce of
tomorrow when many of the other
folks in the majority population have
begun to retire. The way we treat
minor and children of minority fami-
lies is critical.

I want to end with one last statement
on a recent development within our
Education and Workforce Committee.
We are going forward in the committee
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with the assignments for the new 107th
Congress. This button I have on relates
to a problem that has arisen in the re-
configuration of our committee sub-
committees, the subcommittees laid
out by the majority. The majority Re-
publicans decide. We hoped that they
would have done this in consultation
with Democrats, but the pattern now-
adays is that they do not consult with
the minority, the Democrats are never
consulted on these things, so they
came with a proposal for a Sub-
committee on 21st Century Competi-
tiveness. I think the Subcommittee on
21st Century Competitiveness is very
much in order, very much in line with
where we have to go. I am here saying
that education is the hope of America,
that the only way our society is going
to survive is by focusing intensely on
our education system and guaranteeing
maximum education for all. I think
that the change of a name of a com-
mittee that used to be the Higher Edu-
cation Committee to the Sub-
committee on 21st Century Competi-
tiveness is appropriate. We were ex-
cited about that. But in the process of
doing that and creating other commit-
tees, they took out of the Sub-
committee on 21st Century Competi-
tiveness all of the higher education ti-
tles related to minority schools. The
historically black colleges and univer-
sities, title 3(B), the Hispanic serving
institutions and the tribal colleges, all
serving minorities, they were taken
out of the Subcommittee on 21st Cen-
tury Competitiveness. They were put
into another committee which is called
Committee for Select Education. In Se-
lect Education, you have the problems
of juvenile delinquency prevention,
child abuse prevention and a number of
social programs and problems that are
very important. We would like to see
them dealt with. But why do you take
out of the Committee on Competitive-
ness the minority colleges, the minor-
ity colleges, which have a great role to
play in making America competitive in
the 21st century? Where are we going
to get the computer scientists from?

We have title 1(B) now, H1B, I think,
which brings in foreigners to take posi-
tions in the computer science industry,
in the information technology indus-
try. We should have more and better
computer programs in these histori-
cally black colleges and universities
and in the Hispanic serving institu-
tions and the tribal colleges. When we
discuss 21st century competitiveness,
we do not want to have a situation
where the historically black colleges
and the Hispanic serving institutions,
the tribal colleges are not on the table,
they are not being discussed. They go
into another committee.

In boxing, if you have a bout sched-
uled after the main event, you get very
little attention. No matter how much
effort the boxers put forth, after the
main event nobody is interested. The
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main event is the Subcommittee on
21st Century Competitiveness. We
would like to have the historically
black colleges and universities there.
We would like to have the Hispanic
serving institutions there. We would
like to have the tribal colleges there.
All of the members of the Education
Committee who are minorities, we hap-
pen to have on that committee four
people who are African Americans,
three people who are Hispanic Ameri-
cans, two who are Asian Americans and
one who is a Native American. We all
pleaded with the Republican leaders of
the committee to not do that because
it appeared, one, to push the minorities
out of the process of preparing for 21st
century competitiveness, it appeared
that way, and in reality we know from
experience that when you separate out
things, they are not treated equally.
When they get more attention as an
event that takes place after the main
event, if they are not at the table when
the funding is being discussed, when
the appropriations are being discussed,
they will not prevail.

That is just one of the kinds of blun-
ders that we must worry about as we
g0 into the 107th Congress. There is no
crisis on the horizon which raises our
level of adrenalin. We do not feel any
intermediate emergency. We are a
pretty smug, comfortable people, the
American Nation at this point. It is an
opportunity. We should not relax.

When President Bush talked about
the angel in the whirlwind in his inau-
gural address, the angel in the whirl-
wind which always seemed to be there
to guide America through crisis. If we
stop and think, that has been the case.
We have gone through numerous crises
in this country. We have had leaders
produced at just the right time, Thom-
as Jefferson, Abraham Lincoln, and
Roosevelt whose decisiveness and vi-
sion and cleverness matched Adolf Hit-
ler. Not only did he get us out of the
Depression but he led the way to the
defeat of fascism.

We have had critical periods in our
history and had to rise to the occasion.
Usually they were very physical kinds
of challenges. The challenge we face
now is different and it requires some
creativity and some vision in terms of
here we are in the midst of a peacetime
prosperity with resources that are un-
paralleled. Never before in the history
of mankind has a Nation existed as
rich and powerful as America. If all we
can do now is to declare war on our
working families and go after their
labor unions and undermine the struc-
ture for providing jobs and higher
wages, if all we can do is do negative
things like classify minorities in a spe-
cial way, if those are the things we do,
we will destroy our opportunity to
overcome the problems that the Roman
Empire finally faced.

We do not have to decline. This em-
pire can go on and on forever, but it
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has to have a firm commitment and
dedication to education. We must put
the money and the resources behind
our rhetoric.

President Bush, I congratulate you
on the rhetoric. Now we have to get the
resources for education to make edu-
cation our number one priority in re-
ality.

———

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 333, BANKRUPTCY ABUSE
PREVENTION AND CONSUMER
PROTECTION ACT OF 2001

Mr. SESSIONS (during the special
order of Mr. OWENS), from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 107-4) on the
resolution (H. Res. 71) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 333) to
amend title 11, United States Code, and
for other purposes, which was referred
to the House Calendar and ordered to
be printed.

———

REVISIONS TO ALLOCATION FOR
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON APPRO-
PRIATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, in accordance
with section 219 of H. Con. Res. 290, | hereby
submit for printing in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD adjustments to the section 302(a) al-
location to the House Committee on Com-
merce, set forth in H. Rept. 106-577, to reflect
$15 million in additional new budget authority
and outlays for fiscal year 2001 and $250 mil-
lion for the period of fiscal years 2001 through
2005.

Section 219 of H. Con. Res. 290 authorizes
the Chairman of the House Budget Committee
to increase the 302(a) allocation of the Com-
mittee on Commerce for legislation that pro-
vides Medicaid coverage for women diag-
nosed with cervical and breast cancer through
the screening program of the Centers for Dis-
ease Control. Under the terms of section 219,
the amount of the adjustment is in the amount
of budget authority and outlays provided by
such legislation, but may not exceed $50 mil-
lion in new budget authority and outlays for
fiscal year 2001 and $250 million in new budg-
et authority and outlays for the period of fiscal
years 2001 through 2005.

H.R. 4386, which became P.L. 106-345,
provided funding for the specified purpose.
Costs begin in fiscal year 2001 at $15 million
in new budget authority and outlays and total
$250 million in new budget authority and out-
lays over the period 2001-2005.

If you have any questions, please contact
Dan Kowalski of my staff at 67270.

Mr. Speaker, in accordance with section 220
of H. Con. Res. 290, | hereby submit for print-
ing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD adjust-
ments to the section 302(a) allocation to the
House Committee on Agriculture, as revised,
to reflect $995 million in additional new budget
authority and outlays for the period of fiscal
years 2001 through 2005.
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Section 220 of H. Con. Res. 290 authorizes
the Chairman of the House Budget Committee
to increase the 302(a) allocation of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture for legislation that pro-
vides for the stabilization of receipt-based pay-
ments to counties that support school and
road systems and that provides for the dedica-
tion of a portion of those payments to local in-
vestments in Federal lands within such coun-
ties. Under the terms of section 220, the
amount of the adjustment is in the amount of
budget authority and outlays provided by such
legislation, but may not exceed $200 million in
new budget authority and outlays for fiscal
year 2001 and $1.1 billion in new budget au-
thority and outlays for the period of fiscal
years 2001 through 2005.

H.R. 2389, which became P.L. 106-393,
provided funding for those specified purposes.
Costs begin in fiscal year 2002 and total $995
million in new budget authority and outlays
over the period 2001-2005.

If you have any questions, please contact
Dan Kowalski of my staff at 67270.

STATUS REPORT ON CURRENT SPENDING LEVELS OF ON-
BUDGET SPENDING AND REVENUES FOR FY 2001 AND
THE 5-YEAR PERIOD FY 2001 THROUGH FY 2005
Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, to facilitate the

application 302 and 311 of the Congressional

Budget Act and sections 202 and 203 of the

conference report accompanying H. Con. Res.

290, | am transmitting a status report on the

current levels of on-budget spending and reve-

nues for fiscal year 2001 and for the five-year
period of fiscal years 2001 through fiscal year

2005. This status report is current through

February 27, 2001.

The term ‘“current level” refers to the
amounts of spending and revenues estimated
for each fiscal year based on laws enacted or
awaiting the President’s signature.

The first table in the report compares the
current levels of total budget authority, outlays,
revenues, the surplus, and advance appropria-
tions with the aggregate levels set forth by H.
Con. Res. 290. This comparison is needed to
implement section 311(a) of the Budget Act
and sections 202 and 203(b) of H. Con. Res.
290, which create points of order against
measures that would breach the budget reso-
lution’s aggregate levels. The table does not
show budget authority and outlays for years
after fiscal year 2001 because appropriations
for those years have not yet been considered.

The second table compares the current lev-
els of budget authority and outlays of each au-
thorizing committee with jurisdiction over direct
spending programs with the “section 302(a)”
allocations for discretionary action made under
H. Con. Res. 290 for fiscal year 2001 and fis-
cal 2001 through 2005. “Discretionary action”
refers to legislation enacted after the adoption
of the budget resolution. This comparison is
needed to enforce section 302(f) of the Budget
Act, which creates a point of order against
measures that would breach the section
302(a) discretionary action allocation of new
budget authority for the committee that re-
ported the measure. It is also needed to en-
force section 11(b), which exempts commit-
tees that comply with their allocations from the
point of order under section 311(a).

The third table compares the current levels
of discretionary appropriations for fiscal year
2001 with the revised ‘“section 302(b)” sub-
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allocations of discretionary budget authority
and outlays among Appropriations subcommit-
tees. This comparison is also needed to imple-
ment section 302(f) of the Budget Act because
the point of order under that section applies to
measures that would breach the applicable
section 302(b) suballocation.

The fourth table compares discretionary ap-
propriations to the levels provided by section
251(c) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985. Section 251
requires that, if at the end of a session discre-
tionary spending in any category exceeds the
limits set forth in section 251(c) (as adjusted
pursuant to section 251(b)), there shall be a
sequestration of amounts within that category
to bring spending within the established limits.
As the determination of the need for a seques-
tration is based on the report of the President
required by section 254, this table is provided
for informational purposes only.

STATUS OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2001 CONGRESSIONAL
BUDGET ADOPTED IN H. CON. RES. 290—REFLECTING
ACTION COMPLETED AS OF FEBRUARY 27, 2001

[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars]

Fiscal year Fiscal years
2001 2001-2005

Appropriate Level (as amended):
Budget Authority .......ccccooovrirerienns
Outlays ...

1,537,861 n.a.
1,506.048 n.a.
1,503,200 8,022,400.
—2,848 n.a.
23,500 n.a.

Surplus ...

Advance Appropriations ...
Current Level:

Budget Authority

Outlays

1,563,641 n.a.
1,515,063 n.a.
1,512,273 8,155,7217.
—2,790 n.a.
23,524 n.a.

Surplus
Advance Appropriations
Current Level over (+)/under
priate Level:
Budget Authority
Outlays

25,780 n.a.

n.a.
133,327.
—58 n.a.

24 n.a.

Surplus
Advance Appropriations

n.a.=Not applicable because annual appropriations acts for fiscal years
2002 through 2005 will not be considered until future sessions of Congress.

BUDGET AUTHORITY

Enactment of any measure providing new
budget authority for FY 2001 would cause
FY2001 budget authority to further exceed
the appropriate level set by H. Con. Res. 290.

OUTLAYS

Enactment of any measure providing new
outlays for FY2001 would cause FY2001 out-
lays to further exceed the appropriate level
set by H. Con. Res. 290.

REVENUES

Enactment of any measure that would re-
sult in any revenue loss for FY2001 in excess
of $9,073,000,000 (if not already included in
the current level estimate) would cause reve-
nues to fall below the appropriate level set
by H. Con. Res. 290.

Enactment of any measure resulting in
any revenue loss for the period FY2001
through 2005 in excess of $133,327,000,000 (if
not already included in the current level es-
timate) would cause revenues to fall below
the appropriate level set by H. Con. Res. 290.

SURPLUS

Enactment of any measure that reduces
the surplus for FY2001 by more than
$58,000,000 (if not already included in the cur-
rent level estimate) would cause the FY2001
surplus to fall below the appropriate level
set by section 201(c) of H. Con. Res. 290.

ADVANCE APPROPRIATION

Enactment of any measure authorizing
new advance appropriations for FY2001 would
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